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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
AT RI CHVOND, MAY 31, 2001

APPLI CATI ON OF
APPALACHI AN PONER COMPANY CASE NO. PUE970766

For certificates of public

conveni ence and necessity

authorizing transm ssion |ines

in the Counties of Bland, Botetourt,
Craig, Gles, Mntgonery, Roanoke

and Tazewell: Wom ng-Cl overdal e

765 kV Transm ssion Line and Cl overdal e
500 kV Bus Extension

ORDER GRANTI NG AUTHORI TY TO CONSTRUCT
TRANSM SSI ON FACI LI TI ES

Backgr ound

Bef ore the Conmission is the application of Appal achi an
Power Conmpany ("AEP-Virginia" or "the Conpany") for certificates
of public conveni ence and necessity authorizing the construction
and operation of the Virginia portion of a 765 kV transmi ssion
line. The transmi ssion line, as proposed in the application
filed on Septenber 30, 1997, would originate at the Conpany's
Wom ng Station, near Oceana, West Virginia, and term nate at
t he Conpany's Cloverdale Station in Botetourt County, Virginia
("Cloverdale Project"). The Conpany al so applied for a
certificate authorizing construction in Botetourt County of a
500 kV bus extension fromits existing Coverdale Station 765 kV
switchyard to the existing Coverdale Station 345 kV sw tchyard.
By Order for Notice and Hearing of Novenber 7, 1997, the


http://www.state.va.us/scc/contact.htm#General

Comm ssi on docketed the application and directed publication of
the proposed and alternate routes for the Ooverdale Project.?

On Septenber 15, 1998, the Commi ssion Staff filed a Mdtion
for Ruling Directing Study of Alternative Route, requesting that
t he Conpany be directed to study alternative 765 kV transm ssion
lines that would originate at the Woning Station, and term nate
at the Conpany's Jackson's Ferry Station in Wthe County,
Virginia. On Septenber 22, 1998, the Exam ner directed AEP-
Virginia to study such alternative routes and file a report
regarding these alternatives with the Comm ssion.

On May 7, 1999, the Conpany filed a report identifying a
preferred route and a nunber of alternative corridors that woul d
extend to the Jackson's Ferry Station. The proposed Woni ng-
Jackson's Ferry alternative corridors cross the Counties of
Tazewel |, Bl and, Pul aski, Wthe, and Gles. The Hearing
Exam ner preferred route, which we approve in this Order, as
nodi fi ed by conditions we inpose herein, is referred to as the
"Jackson's Ferry Project.”

On June 1, 1999, the Exam ner issued a Ruling directing the
Conmpany to publish notice of the alternative Jackson's Ferry

corridors, and establishing a new procedural schedul e.?

1 Inits application filed Septenber 30, 1997, AEP-Virginia proposed a

Preferred Corridor for a Wom ng-Cl overdal e transm ssion |ine and five
Alternative Corridors for various segnents of the route. The Preferred
Corridor and the five Alternative Corridors are described in detail in the
Commi ssion’s Order for Notice and Hearing of Novenber 7, 1997.

2 On COctober 14, 1999, a new procedural schedul e was established, continuing
the evidentiary hearing to comence May 1, 2000.



The Hearing Exam ner presided at |ocal hearings in the
followi ng locations: Bland (April 14, 1998, and July 13, 1999),
Christiansburg (March 26, 1998), Max Meadows (July 22, 1999),
Pearisburg (April 21, 1998), Pulaski (July 15, 1999), Tazewell
(March 24, 1998, and July 20, 1999), and Vinton (April 23,
1998). Over 500 witnesses with a variety of backgrounds and
interests testified. Further hearings for the receipt of
testinmony fromthe Conpany, the Comm ssion Staff, and experts of
several protestants (i.e., parties other than the applicant)
were held in R chnond on May 1-5 and 10, 2000.

At the May 2000 hearings, AEP-Virginia maintained that the
Cl overdal e Project proposed in this proceeding was the best
solution to the need for additional capacity to maintain
adequate reliability of service. Neverthel ess, the Conpany
stated that the Jackson's Ferry Project was acceptable, and that
the route for the project is "for all practical purposes the
nore realistically feasible project” and "clearly preferable
from an environnental perspective."?

The Report of Hearing Exam ner Howard P. Anderson, Jr.
(hereinafter "Report") was filed on October 2, 2000. The
Heari ng Exam ner recommended approval of the Jackson's Ferry
Project. He also recommended granting the application for

aut hori zation to construct the O overdal e bus extension.?

3 Tr. at 3674.

4 In the Report's findings and recomrendations, the Examniner erroneously

referred in finding 4 to a 765 kV bus line. The bus voltage is 500 kV.



Comments on the Report were filed by the Conpany and the
followi ng protestants: Alliance for the Protection and
Preservation of Appal achian Land, Inc., Bland County Board of
Supervisors, Citizens Organized for the Preservation of the
Environnment of Gles County, Ctizens United to Protect Tazewel
County, Friends of Regional Culture and Environment, Gles
County Board of Supervisors, Greater Newport Rural Hi storic

District, and the Town of Bl uefield.

The Prior Proceeding

The application now before the Comm ssion was preceded by
Case No. PUE910050, which comrenced in 1991. In that
proceedi ng, AEP-Virginia applied for certificates to construct a
Wom ng- Cl overdal e 765 kV transm ssion line along a different
route that would have crossed G les, Craig, Roanoke, and
Botetourt Counties. In his Report filed Decenber 2, 1993,
Heari ng Exam ner Howard P. Anderson, Jr., recommended that the
application be granted. The Conm ssion nade prelimnary
findings in our InterimOder of Decenmber 13, 1995, 1995 S.C C
Ann. Rep. 260, 260-61. The Comm ssion found that there was a
significant need for additional transm ssion resources in the
Conpany's Virginia service territory and, considering the record
and the statutory criteria, that the proposed transm ssion |line
appeared to be the nost reasonabl e neans of neeting the need.
We al so found that the Conpany's proposed route m ght be
environmental |y acceptable, with mtigation neasures. W did

not make, however, the specific findings mandated by 8§ 56-46.1



of the Code of Virginia. W directed the Conpany to nmake

addi tional studies of the route. W also directed studi es of

ot her transm ssion inprovenents and regul atory devel opnents t hat
m ght have affected the need for the proposed line. Id. at 266-
67.

In 1997, the Conpany sinultaneously filed the application
now before the Comm ssion and noved for |eave to withdraw its
application docketed as Case No. PUE910050. The Conpany
identified two devel opnents that led it to withdraw the 1991
application and to file a second application using another
route. (Application of AEP-Virginia, Vol. I at 3) First, AEP-
Virginia stated that Congress had directed a study of a segnent
of the New River for possible addition to the National WIld and
Scenic River System The route proposed in Case No. PUE910050
woul d have crossed the New River in the segnent under study, and
t he Conpany determ ned that the crossing was foreclosed. 1In
addition, the U S. Forest Service and other federal agencies
rel eased on June 18, 1996, a draft environnmental inpact
statenent addressing the 1991 route. Preparation of the draft
statenment was part of the process of approving the crossing of
federal lands and the New River. The draft statenment raised a
nunber of issues and suggested that the proposed route through
federal |ands would not be approved. These devel opnents |led the
Conmpany to reconsider the project. The Conmm ssion dism ssed the
1991 application in its Oder Ganting Leave to Wthdraw and
Di sm ssing Application of Novenber 7, 1997, in Case
No. PUE910050, 1997 S.C. C. Ann. Rep. 327.



The Proposed Projects in this Proceedi ng

AEP-Virginia' s Cloverdale Project identified in its 1997
application wuld affect the Counties of Bland, Botetourt,

Craig, Gles, Mintgonery, Roanoke, and Tazewell, Virginia. The
Cl overdal e Project would extend for a distance of approximtely
132 mles in the preferred corridor in Virginia and Wst
Virginia with approximately 100.4 mles in Virginia. Approval
of alternate corridors identified in the public notice could

| engt hen the proposed transm ssion |ine.

We al so considered the Jackson's Ferry Project that was
based on studi es conducted by a consultant who assisted Staff in
investigating the need for the proposed transnission line.®> The
Jackson's Ferry Project would extend for approximately 90 mles
fromthe Womng Station in West Virginia to the Conpany's
Jackson's Ferry Station in Virginia. Approximately 57.1 mles
of the corridor are in Virginia. The preferred and alternate
corridors for this Project identified in the public notice would
cross the Counties of Tazewell, Bland, Pul aski, Wthe, and
G les.

For either project, the transm ssion |ine wuld consist of

a single three-phase 765 kV circuit supported by a conbination

5> An independent consulting firm KEMA Consulting, Inc., ("KEMA"), conducted

a twenty-four nonth investigation exam ning the power supply situation in
sout hwestern Virginia, and the Conpany's proposed 765 kV transmi ssion |ine
and nurerous alternatives. The Consultants' assessnment of the need for the
proposed facilities ("KEMA Report"), prepared by Principal Investigators

Ri chard A. Wakefield and P. Jeffrey Palerno, is Attachment No. 2, to M.

Pal ermp' s testinony marked Exhibit PJP-13. As part of the KEMA study, Wayne
D. McCoy conducted a review of the environnental inpact of the projects. EX.
WDM 28



of self-supporting and guyed-V lattice gal vani zed steel towers.
The line would require four to five towers per mle with an
average tower height of 132 feet. The line would require a 200-

foot wi de right-of-way.

Di scussi on

In review ng the Conpany's application, we nust decide,
pursuant to 8 56-265.2 A of the Code of Virginia, whether the
publi c conveni ence and necessity requires the construction of
ei ther Conpany's proposed 765 kV transmission |line or the
alternative line to the Jackson's Ferry Station. Mre
specifically, 8 56-265.2 A of the Code of Virginia provides that
it shall be unlawful for any public utility to construct
facilities for use in public utility service wi thout first
havi ng obtained a certificate fromthe Conm ssion that the
publ i ¢ conveni ence and necessity requires the exercise of such
right or privilege. Section 56-265.2 A also provides that a
certificate for overhead electrical transm ssion |ines of 150
kil ovolts or nore shall be issued by the Commi ssion only after
conpliance with the provisions of § 56-46. 1.

Section 56-46.1 A provides that:

Whenever the Commission is required to
approve the construction of any electrical
utility facility, it shall give
consideration to the effect of that facility
on the environment and establish such
conditions as may be desirable or necessary
to mnimze adverse environnental inpact.

In such proceedings it shall receive and
gi ve consideration to all reports that



relate to the proposed facility by state
agenci es concerned with environnent al
protection . . . . Additionally, the

Commi ssion (i) may consider the effect of
the proposed facility on economc

devel opment within the Commonweal th and (ii)
shal | consider any inprovenments in service
reliability that may result fromthe
construction of such facility.

Section 56-46.1 B provides, in relevant part, that,
“"[a]l]s a condition to approval the Conm ssion shal
determine that the line is needed and that the corridor or
route that the line is to followw |l reasonably m nim ze
adverse i npact on the scenic assets, historic districts and
environment of the area concerned.”

Qur review of the Conpany's application requires us to
consi der and weigh the factors set forth in 88 56-265.2 and 56-
46.1 of the Code, factors that are, to a | arge extent,
interrelated and overl apping. While we discuss the statutory
criteria below on an individual basis, we enphasize that each
criterion is also considered as a part of the whole, in light of
all the relevant statutory criteria and with regard to ot her
concerns raised by the parties and public witnesses. W have
exam ned the degree of need and the inpact of failing to neet
that need, and reviewed alternative responses to it. These
alternatives included, anong others, a demand si de nmanagenent
pl an; the purchase of power from sources that would require
fewer or no additional transm ssion resources; additiona
generation in the service territory provided by AEP-Virginia or

ot hers; construction of one or nore |ower voltage lines in lieu



of the 765 kV |ine; and conbinati ons of these and ot her
alternatives. In determ ning whether a 765 kV transm ssion |ine
shoul d be approved, we have consi dered and wei ghed the conpeting
consi derations of need and of the various ways it m ght be
addressed, including the proposed route, the inpact on the
environnment, and other criteria provided by the statutes.

Based on consideration of the Report, the comments, the
extensive record developed in this proceeding, and the rel evant
statutes, we have concluded that the construction of the
Jackson's Ferry Project is required by the public conveni ence
and necessity. W are approving the sane type of facility as
t hat proposed by the Conpany, a 765 kV transm ssion |ine;
however, conpared with the proposed C overdal e Project, the
Jackson's Ferry Project traverses a shorter route and has a
significantly reduced inpact on the environment. The route we
approve includes the five nodifications identified in the
Hearing Exam ner's Report, at 31-32. W also find that AEP-
Virginia s request for authority to construct the proposed 500
kV bus extension at the Conpany's Cloverdale Station is required
by the public conveni ence and necessity, and we authorize the
construction of that facility.

The Commi ssion recogni zes that this has been a protracted
and highly contested proceeding. There has been substantial and
under st andabl e opposition to the Conpany’s proposal to build a
765 kV transmi ssion line, both the C overdale Project that was
proposed by the Conpany, and the alternative Jackson's Ferry

Project, recommended by Staff. The opponents’ concerns primarily



relate to the proposed transmission line's potential inpact on
the environment. W have taken these concerns very seriously,
both in our consideration of the application and the
i npl ementati on of our decision. W studied the entire record
carefully. In evaluating the Jackson's Ferry Project, we
reviewed testinony, exhibits, briefs, and conments; noreover, we
exam ned maps in detail and nenbers of the Comm ssion viewed the
Project by ground and air.® Further, the Conmission has
conditioned its approval of AEP-Virginia' s application on the
Conmpany's conm tnent to inplenent nmeasures to protect the
envi ronnment during construction of the |line and throughout its
service life. W expect AEP-Virginia to make a concerted effort
to inplenent the mtigation neasures developed in the record and
identified below W also will require our Staff to nonitor the
Conmpany's efforts and report to the Conm ssion on the Conpany's
pr ogr ess.

W will not, in this Order, discuss each alternative and
all of the concerns raised by each party. W wll, however,
provi de the basis for our decision and coment on certain

i ssues.

Need for Transm ssion Line

The first fundanmental question is whether additional

capacity is needed to serve southwestern Virginia reliably. The

6 The Conmi ssion conducted a simlar review of the 765 kV transmi ssion |ine
proposed by the Conpany in the prior proceeding, discussed supra.

10



Hearing Exam ner found that "there is a critical need for
enhancenent of the transm ssion systemin the Conpany's Virginia
service territory and that construction of a 765 kV transm ssion

line is the best solution."’

He stated that an independent
anal ysis reveal ed that the existing transm ssion systemin
sout hwestern Virginia is seriously overl oaded and does not neet
industry reliability standards.® He observed that since the |ast
maj or reinforcenent to the Conpany's transm ssion systemin
sout hwestern Virginia was conpleted in 1973, there have been no
addi ti onal "backbone" transm ssion |ines added in that area;
however, the demand on the transm ssion system has increased by
136% The Exam ner added that the demand is forecasted to
increase at 2.2% per year in the foreseeable future. He further
found that the studies show ng 32 different contingencies that
vi ol ate the single or double contingency criteria are "clear and
conpel ling evidence that the current situation is critical and
must be addressed pronptly."®

We agree with the Exami ner that imediate action is
necessary to ensure that reliability is not dimnished, and AEP-

Virginia' s transm ssion systemin southwestern Virginia requires

rei nf or cenent.

” Report at 24.

8 Specifically, the Examiner is referring to the national reliability
standards of the North American Electric Reliability Council ("NERC') and the
reliability standards of the regional reliability council in which AEP is

| ocated, the East Central Area Reliability Coordination Agreenent ("ECAR').

Report at 24, n. 138.

9 Report at 24.

11



As stated above, KEMA assisted Staff in evaluating the
power supply situation in southwestern Virginia, and assessing
whet her the proposed transmission line is needed.® The KEMA
Report expl ai ned that although the Company currently has
sufficient generating capacity to neet its supply obligations,
over the long term it will increasingly rely on new capacity
sources of its own or of others. The KEMA Report further
expl ained that to the extent such sources are |ocated outside
Virginia, additional loading will be placed on critical elenents
of the Company’s transmi ssion system !

I n di scussing the current power supply situation in
sout hwestern Virginia, the KEMA Report stated that peak custoner
load in the winter of 1998-1999 exceeded the capacity avail able
fromlocal resources by approximately 1,700 MV and the shortage
is expected to increase to over 2,500 MVby the wi nter of 2002-
2003. The KEMA Report further stated that as the load in
sout hwestern Virginia continues to grow, so will the region's
dependence on inported power fromthe Chio River Valley. KEMA
expl ai ned that the reliable delivery of such inports depends on
t he Conpany's interconnections, especially the interconnections
to AEP's main transnission system!® The KEMA Report found that

the AEP-Virginia' s transm ssion systemin Virginia currently is

10 see supra n. 5.
11 KEMA Report at 1.
2 1d. at 5. AEP-Virginia is one of seven operating conpanies of the Anmerican

El ectric Power Conpany, Inc. ("AEP"), a nulti-state public utility
corporation.

12



not neeting national and regional electric power reliability
standards, and the Conpany’s custoners already face an
unacceptably high risk of service interruption. KEMA predicted
t hat system overloading will becone significantly worse over the
next few years. It stated that the "consequences of not
addressing this issue could be as severe as a conplete system
col | apse affecting southwestern Virginia and surroundi ng
regi ons. " 13

The G les County Board of Supervisors, Ctizens O ganized
for the Preservation of the Environment of Gles County, and the
G eater Newport Rural Historic District Conmttee (collectively,
"Commentors”) argue that the need for enhancing the Conpany's
transm ssion systemis nmuch | ess pressing than the Exam ner's
Report suggests. Relying on the testinony of the w tness
sponsored by Gles County, WIlliamLewi s, the Coomentors state
that conditions depicted by the Conpany's |oad flow simulations
(predicting outages in the winter of 2002-2003 in a variety of
scenari os involving concurrent outages of two nmgjor transm ssion
| i nes) have never occurred and cannot occur. The Commentors cite
M. Lewis' testinony in which he asserted that the icing outage
scenario is fundanental |y inprobabl e because during periods of
peak | oad, icing would cause the distribution Iines to fail
first, and this failure of the distribution Iines and the
resulting localized outages woul d reduce the peak. The

Commentors also cite M. Lewis' testinony that icing occurs at

3 KEMA Report at 14.

13



tenperatures too high to result in peak demand, since, in
winter, demand is inversely related to tenperature. Based on
this, the Coomentors contend that because icing is the nost

i kely cause of the double contingency outages nodel ed by the
Conmpany, and icing does not occur -- and cannot occur -- during
peri ods of peak | oad, the Conpany's nodel upon which it bases
its case for transm ssion reinforcenent is inherently flawed and
is not reasonable. The Commentors assert that there is no reason
why the C overdal e Project should be favored over the Jackson's
Ferry Project since both transm ssion |lines would function
identically, except in the worst case scenario that postul ates
an icing-caused outage that, according to the Commentors, has
not occurred and probably never wll occur.

I n essence, the Commentors' argunent was presented to
support their conclusion that the C overdal e Project was not
superior to the Jackson's Ferry Project.'® W address this
matter because if their argunment were correct, it could lead to
the conclusion that the need for transmi ssion reinforcenent is
not as great as determ ned by the Exam ner. W do not agree with
the Commentors that the doubl e contingency outages nodel ed by

"5 The Commentors assune

t he Conpany "essentially cannot occur.
in their analysis of the icing scenario that weather conditions

are uni form across both the areas traversed by the Iines and the

4 The Commentors state "crediting Lewis' testinony necessarily calls into
question the need for reinforcenent; but, in all candor, does not disprove
the conpany's need case." Comrentors Comments to Report at 4.

5 1d. at 3.

14



areas served by them that is, icing occurs throughout the area
or it does not. However, if |oad areas experience extrenely
cold weather with snow and thus have peak conditions, but in
anot her area where transmi ssion lines are |ocated, the
tenperature is higher such that icing occurs, it is quite
possi ble that the icing would cause the transmssion lines to
fail. Such failure would result in the loss of electricity in
the | oad areas where the distribution lines did not fail. In
addition, as noted in Conpany w tness Pasternack's rebuttal
testinony, the coll apse of one or nore extra high voltage
("EHV') lines in a region could take days or weeks to repair.
Cccurrence of extrene cold weather during the interimperiod
necessary for restoration of the EHV Iines could produce a
scenario very close to the double contingency studied by the
Conpany. It is also inportant to note that sone of the heaviest
| oadi ngs on the Conpany's transm ssion system occur during
shoul der peak | oad periods due to such factors as the punping
| oad requirenents of the Smith Muntain and nearby Bath County
punped storage plants. Therefore, it is quite possible that
icing and peak transm ssion | oadi ngs may coi nci de.

Further, the Conpany is required to operate its system
reliably and to adhere to national (NERC s) and regi onal
(ECAR s) industry criteria, and these criteria require that
power systens nust be able to withstand probable, as well as
| ess probabl e, credible contingencies. The Conpany did not
select its testing criteria based on a specific high probability

of occurrences; instead, the Conpany sel ected contingency

15



scenarios that were possible and woul d serve as proxies for a
broad range of possible events.'® W do not agree with the
Commentors' conclusion that the need for the 765 kV line is
overstated by the Conpany's anal ysis.

As part of determ ning whether there is a need for
transm ssion reinforcenent, we al so have consi dered, as provided
in 8 56-46.1 of the Code of Virginia, whether the construction
of a 765 kV transmssion line will result in any inprovenents in
service reliability that may result fromthe construction of
such facility, and whether it will have a positive effect on
econonm ¢ devel opnment within the Comonweal th. As discussed
above, the AEP-Virginia transm ssion systemcurrently is not
nmeeting national and regional reliability standards; over the
long term additional loading will be placed on critica
el enents of the transm ssion system further reducing the
systemis ability to neet established reliability criteria.
Either the Coverdale Project or the Jackson's Ferry Project
woul d significantly increase transfer capability within
Virginia, as well as increase interregional transfer capability,
and thus woul d inprove service reliability throughout the state.
It is also apparent that if southwestern Virginia does not have
adequate and reliable power supplies in comng years, inevitably
that area's econonmy woul d be adversely affected. Although the
maj ority of public wi tnesses were opposed to the construction of

any transmssion line in southwestern Virginia, as the Exam ner

6 KEMA Report at 11-14.
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not ed, several public w tnesses associated w th business and
muni ci pal groups in that area supported the proposed
transm ssion |ine as necessary to sustain existing businesses
and to foster future econom c growt h.*’

We now turn to the issue of whether a 765 kV transm ssion
line is the best alternative of all of the options, or
conmbi nati ons of options, that have been proposed. The Hearing
Exam ner di scussed several options that were suggested,
i ncluding building additional generation, other transm ssion
alternatives, the construction of a second 345 kV transm ssi on
line, the conversion or upgrade of existing 138 kV transm ssi on
facilities or corridors, new transm ssion technol ogy, denmand
si de management, purchased power, and distributed generation.?®
He concluded that there is "no viable, cost effective
alternative or conbination of alternatives."?'®

Certain parties contend in their coments that the Exam ner
failed to consider other alternatives, or conbination of
alternatives, that woul d delay or possibly elimnate the need
for a 765 kV transm ssion line. The Board of Supervisors of
Bl and County and Citizens United to Protect Tazewell County
("Protestants”) and the Alliance for the Preservation and
Protection of Appal achian Land, Inc. ("APPAL") assert that the

Heari ng Exam ner considered each option in a vacuum rather than

17 See Report at 9-12.
18 See id. at 16-24.
¥ 1d. at 24.

17



consi dering the best conbination of avail able resources to neet
the |l ocal area energy needs. The Protestants assert that the
Conmpany’ s conputer nodeling is inadequate because it avoi ded
anal ysis of several areas that could have del ayed the need to
construct the proposed |line. They contend that the nodeling
failed to include, for exanple, new generation and purchased
power as at |least a partial solution, and inproperly nodel ed the
Smith Mountain hydro facility at zero MW of capacity.

APPAL asserts that the Exam ner erroneously considered the
Smith Mountain hydro facility's generation as a single
substitute, but in fact APPAL's w tness had recomended that the
Sm th Muntain generation be considered in conjunction with
other identified options. APPAL argues that the Exam ner erred
in dismssing generation as a viable option because |limted gas
supplies woul d render the generation alternative nore expensive
than the cost of a 765 kV line. Specifically, APPAL cited the
Exam ner's statenment that the | east cost generation alternatives
woul d i nclude the addition of 1,200 MW of gas-fired conmbustion
turbines ("CTs") at the Matt Funk 345 kV bus, but the gas supply
in the area woul d support only about 600 MW of CT generation.
APPAL counters that a conpany of AEP' s size and power could have
addi ti onal gas supplies brought into the area. APPAL asserts
that the Exam ner's preoccupation wth the relative costs of the

options reinforces the public perception that the well-being of

18



the Conpany is nore inportant than the well-being of the
public. ?°

Further, APPAL asserts that AEP has nade no docunented
effort to investigate the available and firm contract
availability of gas; thus, there is no basis for the Exam ner's
concern about the uncertainty of gas supplies. APPAL al so takes
issue with the Exam ner's comment that, if capacity is added in
the future, it may not be located in an area that is a cost-
effective site. APPAL contends that no one has conducted any
| oad flow anal yses to study the inpact of capacity additions,
and it is inprudent and premature to dism ss the effect of AEP
system and non- AEP system generati on w t hout having conducted
such studies.?!

We di sagree with APPAL and the Protestants that
conmbi nati ons of options have not been sufficiently considered.
Further, while cost nust be a factor in the consideration of
alternatives, it is, by no neans, the sole factor. It was not
so for the Hearing Examner, and it is not for us. The KEVA
Report di scussed certain conbinations of alternatives that could
be viable solutions. It also identified the positive and

negati ve aspects of these conbinations.

20 see APPAL Comments on Report at 4.

21 APPAL agrees that the cost of a generation alternative would be higher but
retorts that the rate inpact would be negligible if the Conpany's figures at
the hearing are used. Mdreover, APPAL states, if independent power producers
("IPPs") were to build new generation, the Conpany would not have to bear the
capital or maintenance costs of such construction and could sinply augnent
suppl i es through purchased power arrangenents. APPAL Comments on Report at

2.
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Wth respect to APPAL's argunents concerning the generation
alternative involving the addition of 600 MN of generation at
the Matt Funk 345 Station in conbination with the Conpany's
acqui sition of additional capacity as needed, KEMA determ ned
that the initial capital cost of this generation option would be
approximately twice the capital cost of the 765 kV |ine
rei nforcenent options, and an additional capital investnent of
approxi mately $58 million each year thereafter would be
necessary to meet future |oad growth.?? KEMA opined that the
hi gher cost of this alternative makes it less attractive than
the construction of either of the proposed 765 kV transm ssion
lines.?® Mreover, KEMA stated that all generation alternatives
share the problemthat it is not clear where new generation wll
be located, when it will be built, or by whom?

Staff witness Wal ker el aborated on this point. He
expl ained that with the deregul ation of generation in Virginia,

t he Conpany will continue to have an obligation to provide
service to custonmers who do not or cannot otherw se choose a
conpetitive supplier, but may no | onger have an obligation to
construct generating facilities to ensure that adequate power

suppl i es are avail able.?® The Conpany coul d choose to neet its

22 KEMA Report at 50-51.

#1d. at 51.

% 1d. at 52.

25 Ex. CDW6 at 9-11. The Virginia Electric Uility Restructuring Act has been
amended since M. Wal ker testified. W do not decide here whether a

distributor, as a default service provider, may be required to construct
generation if necessary.
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needs through purchases in the whol esal e market. However, M.
Wal ker stated, reliance on the conpetitive market to | ocate and
construct generation so as to elimnate the need for the
proposed transmi ssion |line could pose unacceptable reliability
risks to the Conpany's custoners. He pointed out that there is
no guarantee that nerchant plants will be built in southwestern
Virginiain light of the relative |lack of infrastructure that
woul d be needed to support such generation.?® Staff witness

Wal ker also stated that the construction of significant anounts
of generation in a specific area could inpose additional
environnment al conpliance costs such as increased em ssion
control equi pment, which may nmake buil ding generating facilities
in southwestern Virginia even | ess attractive to entrepreneurs.
He observed that it may be unrealistic to assune that a
significant anobunt of generation could be built in southwestern
Virginia because air permtting requirenents and water supply
problens could effectively limt the |level of viable generation
that could be constructed within an area the size of AEP-
Virginia's eastern service territory.?’

Moreover, Staff w tness Wal ker stated, even if
entrepreneurs do build generating facilities in southwestern
Virginia, such units would not, in and of thenselves, elimnate
the need for the proposed |ine because such units would have to

be di spatched at certain tines and fromcertain |ocations to

% 1d. at 9-11.

27 1d. at 7, 10.
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relieve overloading on the transnmission system?® Even assumi ng
that entrepreneurs were to build generating facilities at
effective sites, M. Wl ker explained that, in order to ensure
the availability of such facilities, AEP-Virginia wuld have to
enter into what in effect would be "nust run" contracts, which
coul d be as expensive, if not nore expensive, than the
alternati ve where the Conpany constructs generation to neet | oad
grow h. 2°

As stated, APPAL expresses concern that the cost of the
alternatives is the driving factor in this case. W acknow edge
that cost is, and should be, a factor; it is not, however, the
sol e consideration. W should not require the Conpany to take
action that is not econom cally prudent for the Conpany or the
Commonweal t h, and m ght not be beneficial for its custoners.
This is especially true here where reliance on additional
generation could i npose unacceptable reliability risks, as
expl ained by Staff witness Walker. Finally, while there is an
environnmental cost to building transmssion |ines, there is also
such a cost for the construction of power plants and the
transm ssion |ines and associ ated equi pnent to connect themto
the transm ssion system Each alternative would inpact the

envi ronnent .

28 For a discussion of the inportance of locating generating facilities in the
nost effective way froma transm ssion perspective, see KEMA Report at 49-50.

2% Ex. CDW®6 at 10-11.
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Anot her exanpl e of a conbination of options that has been
considered is KEMA's observation that the needs of southwestern
Virginia could conceivably be net by a conbination of new
generation and | ower-voltage transm ssion alternatives.
According to KEMA's anal ysis, the nost reasonabl e such option
woul d be the addition of a second Kanawha Ri ver-Matt Funk 345 kV
circuit in conmbination with the addition of 680 MNof new
generation at the Matt Funk 345 kV Station. KEMA estimated that
this conbi nati on woul d provi de enough capacity to neet the
region's need roughly through the wi nter of 2008-2009, and each
year thereafter either additional generation or additiona
transm ssi on construction woul d be required.® KEMA stated that
the cost and environnental inpact of a second Kanawha Ri ver- Matt
Funk 345 kV Iine woul d be about the sane as those of the
Jackson's Ferry Project; however, the 765 kV alternative would
provide "far greater inprovenent in capability and woul d neet
t he needs of the region for many nore years than any 345 kV
option. "3 A second Kanawha River-Matt Funk 345 kV circuit woul d
nmeet the Conpany's needs though the winter of 2002/2003. The
addi ti onal 680 MNof generating capacity installed at the Matt
Funk Station woul d satisfy expected needs in the region for

approxi mately five years, 32 while the O overdal e Project would

30 KEMA Report at 52-53.
31d. at 53.

% 1d. at n.23.
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meet the regional needs for 11 to 17 years.3® The Jackson's
Ferry Project would provide adequate service for at least 7 to
11 years based on a 1998 |oad forecast.® Further, using nore
updated data, Gles County witness WIlliam Lewi s determ ned that
the Jackson's Ferry Project could be in service for up to 15
years before needing additional reinforcenent.?3®

Upon consi deration of the evidence relative to conbinations
of options as a solution, we are persuaded that it would be
unrealistic and risky to rely on any generation alternative that
assunes that adequate power supplies will be avail able when and
where the Conpany would need it to relieve critical transm ssion
facilities. The evidence shows that, considering all of the
criteria, including the inpact on the environnment, none of the
al ternati ves or conbi nati ons of suggested alternatives,

i ncludi ng those di scussed above, attain as satisfactory of a
bal ance of the factors that nust be considered as the 765 kV
transm ssion |ine.

We will address the assertion reiterated in sone of the
comments that the Conpany is seeking to build the proposed line
for its own benefit to enable it to increase future off-system
sal es. For exanple, APPAL stated in its Comments on the Report
that the Hearing Exam ner failed to docunment the assertions nmade

by the Conmpany that projected |oad growh in AEP-Virginia's

¥ 1d. at 22-23, 30.
% 1d. at 31-32.

35 Tr. at 3015-3017.
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Central /Eastern area is tied to need in the affected counti es,
and asserted that the "line is proposed for a need that
has little or nothing to do with the citizens whose lives wl|
be i nmpact ed. "3°

We di sagree. \Wile some portion of the capacity resulting
fromthe addition of the transm ssion |ine can undoubtedly be
used in nmaking off-system sal es, the evidence shows that
currently there is a local need for transm ssion reinforcenent,
which will only increase in the future. AEP-Virginia has a
statutory obligation to provide reliable electric service to
custonmers in its service territory. In light of this obligation,
as well as the many other factors discussed herein, we have
determ ned that the transm ssion |line we approve herein wll be
essential to ensure that custonmers in Virginia wll receive
reliable service.

Finally, we will comment on APPAL's assertion that the
Exam ner failed to consider the inpact and the role of the
enmergi ng regional transm ssion organization ("RTO') as the
proper vehicle to address |long range regional planning. 3 W
have considered this factor and conclude that it does not change
our decision. The RTOs primary function is to nanage the
transm ssion systemefficiently; the creation of an RTO does not
add transm ssion capacity. |In fact, because an RTO has the

potential of nmoving electric power across the grid nore

% Comments of APPAL on Report at 1.

7 1d. at 3.
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efficiently, it could result in significantly increasing the
nunber of whol esal e transactions across AEP-Virginia' s system
and increased use of the transm ssion system could offset
efficiencies gained by the RTO s operation of the system W
cannot rely on the creation of an RTOto solve the transm ssion

needs of southwestern Virginia.

The Jackson's Ferry Project

We agree with the Exam ner's conclusion that the Jackson's
Ferry Project will best neet the need for additional capacity to
mai ntai n adequate reliability of service in southwestern
Virginia. As part of our determ nation, we have consi dered and
wei ghed all of the relevant factors, including the need to
mai ntai n adequate reliability, the inpact on the environnent,
and rel ative costs.

The Commission is well aware of the fact that either
project would pass through areas with sensitive environnental
resources. In balancing these factors between the two proposed
projects, we find that the Jackson's Ferry Project would have a
| esser adverse environnental inpact and also would sufficiently
nmeet the need for additional capacity. Anong other factors, the
route for the Jackson's Ferry Project is significantly shorter
in Virginia than the Coverdale Project route and affects fewer
homes. Like the C overdale Project, the Jackson's Ferry Project
woul d i nprove service reliability to custoners in southwestern

Virginia and support econom c devel opment in the Commonweal t h.
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In their Conments on the Report at 2, 3-6, the Protestants
contend that alternate route segnents to the preferred Wom ng-
Cl overdal e corridor identified in the Conpany's application were
not fully considered. The Protestants criticize the Hearing
Exam ner for failing to consider a route identified as WFE-9.
The Protestants also fault the Exam ner for not considering
errors in the Conpany's environnmental analysis. But for these
errors, the Protestants seemto suggest, a route generally
avoi di ng Bl and County woul d have been consi dered.

The Protestants' Comments suggest a route north of the New
Ri ver through G les and Montgonery Counties. The added | ength of
the line, the inpact on nore hones, the inpact on existing
historic districts, and other adverse inpacts raise numerous
obstacles to such a route. The record does not establish or
indicate that the WFE-9 route is superior to the published
routes.

APPAL, in its Comments at 8-9, also contends that the
consideration of route alternatives was flawed. APPAL argued
that the proposed route for the Jackson's Ferry Station was
i nfluenced by the route approved by the West Virginia Public
Service Commi ssion for the line originating at Wom ng and
continuing to the West Virginia-Virginia boundary.

We find that the record denonstrates that the Jackson's
Ferry route was influenced by a nunber of other factors,

i ncludi ng the decision of Congress to designate additional
segnents of the New River for study as a national scenic river

The Jackson's Ferry route will have a reduced total inpact on
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t he George Washi ngton and Jefferson National Forests; further,

it is the nost direct route to the Jackson's Ferry Station.
These and other factors, not sinply the West Virginia Public
Service Conmi ssion's action, led to the route recomended by the

Exam ner and now approved by the Conm ssion.

The Environnental | npact

As di scussed above, 88 56-265.2 and 56-46.1 of the Code of
Virginia, inmpose upon the Conm ssion the obligation, in
review ng applications for a certificate to construct
transm ssion facilities of 150 kV or nore, to consider potenti al
adverse inpacts of the proposed line on the environment.®® If a
line is to be constructed, we are to "establish such conditions
as may be desirable or necessary to minimze adverse
environmental inpact." Section 56-46.1. That provision also
directs the Commi ssion to "receive and give consideration to al
reports that relate to the proposed facility by state agencies
concerned with environnmental protection.” 1d. Additionally,

8 56-46.1 B provides, anong other things, that the Conm ssion
may not approve an application to construct an overhead electric
transm ssion line of 150 kV or nore unless the Comm ssion
determines that the proposed line is needed and that the line's

corridor or route will "reasonably m nimze adverse inpact on

% Section 56-46.1 D provides that the term “environment” or “environmental”
means "historic," as well as a "consideration of the probable effects of the
line on the health and safety of the persons in the area concerned."
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t he scenic assets, historic districts and environnent of the
area concerned."

I n determ ning whether to approve the 765 kV |ine, we have
considered all statutory criteria, including need and the
alternatives to neet that need, and the inpact of those
alternatives on the environment. W conclude, based on the
record, that the Jackson's Ferry Project should be approved.
Further, we find that the construction of the Jackson's Ferry
Project will reasonably mnimze any adverse inpact on the
scenic assets, historic districts, and the environnment of the
area. In reaching this determ nation, nenbers of the Comm ssion
vi ewed the inpacted areas and exam ned the extensive record
devel oped in this proceeding, including the transcripts of the
public hearings, and considered all comments and briefs.

Wth respect to the testinony of public w tnesses and
certain parties, it is readily apparent that residents along the
possi bl e routes have a strong attachnent to the |and that would
be affected by the Project. In their testinony before the
Heari ng Exam ner, many spoke of generations of a famly living
and working on particular farms. Their words by thensel ves
conveyed the strong attachnents the witnesses have. 1In addition
to individuals' testinony, the study sponsored by Protestant
wi t nesses John Dodson and Deni se Smth docunented the particul ar
attachments to the land of the residents of the Dry Fork

community in Bland County.3® Further, Protestant wi tness Melinda

39 Ex. DS-46 and Ex. JD-47.
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Bol ar Wagner col |l ected additional expressions of attachnment to
particular farns and conmunities and of continuous habitation in
her study of cultural attachnent of residents of Bland and Wt he
Count i es.

The Commi ssion di sagrees with the Hearing Exami ner's
conclusions on bias in M. Wagner's study.“*® We give weight to
the study's conclusions that residents of the two counties,
especially the Dry Fork and Wal ker's Creek communities, have
i ndi vi dual and comrunal ties to particular pieces of |and. W
accept her conclusion that these residents have "enotional,
econom ¢, and social connections to their surrounding
| andscapes. "%

In addition to their attachnent to the I and, those living
al ong the proposed routes expressed deep concern over the
intrusion of the towers and conductors into the rural |andscape.
They were joined in these expressions of concern by those who
m ght have views of the line or m ght encounter the line as they
travel through the affected conmuniti es.

The Conm ssion has considered carefully these and ot her
expressions of concern about the line. As noted earlier, nenbers
of the Comm ssion personally inspected nmuch of the route on the
ground, and one Conm ssioner viewed the routes fromthe air.
Readi ng statenents made at the hearing, review ng the statenents

and interviews collected in the Wagner and Dodson and Smith

40 Report at 41.

4 Ex. MBW48 at 92.
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studi es, and our viewing of the route give us sone insight into
the concerns of these people. W have been m ndful of these
concerns as we have discharged our responsibility to consider
the inpact of the line on the environnent, and to approve the
route that, on bal ance, mnimzes adverse environnental inpact.

Unfortunately, any of the alternatives we have consi dered
woul d have undesirabl e i npacts that may, in sone individual
i nstances, be significant. Nevertheless, the record
denonstrates clearly the potential negative consequences of
failing to take appropriate action. W nust nake a decision that
inevitably and regrettably will have sone negative inpact. As
di scussed above, we have determ ned that of the feasible
alternatives, the Jackson's Ferry route, on bal ance, woul d have
the | east negative inpact.

We have considered the residents of all areas that woul d be
inpacted by this line and the alternatives, including the Bland
County communities of Dry Fork and Wal ker's Creek. Menbers of
the Conmi ssion visited these conmmunities, anong others. W saw
first hand the potential inpacts where the proposed |ine would
cross the nountain's face. Wile APPAL suggested in its
Comments that participation in the process was in vain, the
Comm ssion val ues all expressions of views and efforts to
provi de i nformation.

The route sel ected takes advantage, whenever possible, of
the contours of the land to mask the Iine fromview For
exanple, the line will be constructed between hills or behind

ridges to avoid views fromroads and honmes whenever possible. As

31



we discuss later, the Commission will direct its Staff to
approve the placenent of supporting structures to assure that
views are preserved, as far as possible. To further reduce

vi sual intrusion, the Comm ssion will direct the Conpany to use,
as proposed, nonreflecting conductors and subdued col ors for

t ower structures.

We al so direct AEP-Virginia to use the six-bundle
configuration of conductors to reduce noise. Wile APPAL, in
its Coments at 5 and 8, sees little value in this
configuration, Conpany testinony identified this bundle design
as a neasure that may reduce the inpact of the line. As noted
in the Report, the Examiner found | ess noise with this

confi guration. *2

Consi deration of Reports From State Agencies

In enacting 8 56-46.1 of the Code of Virginia, the CGenera
Assenbly directed the Comm ssion to receive and consi der reports
from state agencies on the inpact of a proposed transm ssion
[ine. Virginia environnmental agencies contributed to the record
before us in two ways. First, the agencies assisted the Conpany
and the Staff. Staff consultant Wayne D. McCoy and Conpany
W tness Leonard Sinmutis referred in their testinony to reports,
maps, and other information obtained fromtheir several neetings
with representatives of these agencies. The resources of the

agencies were nmade avail able to these experts, which contributed

42 Report at 33.
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to the record before the Commission. |In addition to assisting
the Staff and AEP-Virginia, a nunber of agencies participated in
t he coordi nated review | ed by the Departnment of Environnental
Quality. The agencies prepared for the Commi ssion's

consi deration extensive reports on both the prior case and in
this case. The Conm ssion has considered these reports and
supporting testinony offered by the agencies.

Wth regard to the reports of these state agencies, the
Protestants argue, in their Comments at 7-8, that the Exam ner
ignored a letter fromDavid G Brickley, the Director of the
Departnment of Conservation and Recreation. According to the
Protestants, M. Brickley recommended that the |ine avoid
Skydusky Hol | ow. However, Terry Brown, a representative of the
Department of Conservation and Recreation, offered clarification
of M. Brickley's letter in testinony proffered after the letter
was filed. Taken together, the letter and the testinony advise
t he Conm ssion of the sensitive nature of the karst areas in
Skydusky Hol | ow and ot her areas potentially inpacted by the
route of the Jackson's Ferry Project. The letter and the
testinony also identify neasures to mtigate and to avoid damage

whi ch the Conmm ssi on has consi der ed.

Alr Quality

In the Report, the Exam ner reviewed the record devel oped

on air pollution in this proceeding.*> In its Comrments at 3-4,

4 1d. at 37-38.
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t he Conpany requested that the Comm ssion find, based on the
testinmony and exhibits of Staff Wtness WIlliam T. Lough, that
t he proposed transm ssion |line project would have a negligible
i npact on air emssions. W will not grant this request. It is
not necessary for the Comm ssion to make the finding requested

by the Conpany.

The Appal achi an Trai

The Appal achian Trail ("Trail") is a natural and
recreational resource of great inportance to Virginia and the
nation. The Appal achian Trail is inportant to all who walk it,
whet her for short distances, or its entire length. Also, as the
record denonstrates, the localities crossed by the Trail and the
communities near it are keenly aware of the econom c benefits of
associ ated tourismand recreational activities. The Trail also
enj oys substantial federal protection, and these federal
concerns nust be taken into account.

Conmpany wi tnesses, KEMA, and representatives of the
Appal achi an Trail Conference and the Roanoke Appal achian Trai
Cl ub addressed the inpact of a proposed line on the Trail. There
was agreenent anong these wi tnesses that routing the Jackson's
Ferry line to take advantage of a relocation of the Trail's
crossing of US 1-77 in Bland County would minimze the line's
inmpact. Relocation of the Trail's crossing of the interstate
hi ghway has been pl anned for sonme years. Menbers of the
Comm ssi on wal ked segnents of the Appal achian Trail near the

proposed crossing when the trees were bare. The transm ssion
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line can be routed to cross the Trail in the vicinity of the
rel ocated crossing of the interstate. Thus, the transm ssion
line and the interstate highway woul d intrude on the sane
relatively short segnment of the Trail

APPAL contends, in its Comments at 4 and 8, that the
Exam ner gave undue weight to the views of the Conference and
t he Roanoke O ub on upgradi ng the existing Kanawha Ri ver-Matt
Funk 345 kV transm ssion |ine or constructing a parallel line.
The record does not support this contention. The existing 345
kV line is visible along several segnents of the Trail, and
upgrading or paralleling it would have a major inpact on the
Trail. In addition, the existing line is near honmes and ot her
devel opnent in many areas. Upgrading the line or paralleling it
woul d have significant inpacts. Further, this 345 kV line
crosses the New River at a point in West Virginia now protected
as a federal scenic river. Expanding that crossing does not
appear viable. Mdifying the existing Kanawha Ri ver-Matt Funk
line is not an acceptable solution fromeither a need or an

envi ronnment al perspective.

New Ri ver Crossing

Among the particularly sensitive segnents of a Womn ng-
Cloverdal e line or a Wom ng-Jackson's Ferry line are the New

Ri ver crossings. The Hearing Exam ner discussed these crossings

44

in the Report. Menbers of the Conmm ssion al so viewed the

“ 1d. at 28, 31-32.

35



proposed crossings. Wiile the Iine to the Jackson's Ferry
Station would cross the New River and the New River Trail State
Park, there are several opportunities to mask its intrusion that
are not available at the preferred crossing for a line to the
Cloverdale Station. As the Examner found, a bend in the river
and intervening slopes would block a view of the Iine to the
Jackson's Ferry Station frommany points. A series of rapids
woul d al so appear to mask noise fromthe line. The routing

nodi fication, described in the Report at 34, inproves the
crossing by avoi ding inpacts on the western side of the river
and addi ng height to the crossing. None of the three crossings
identified for the preferred or alternative routes to the
Cloverdale Station offered simlar opportunities for mtigation.
As with other aspects of the Jackson's Ferry route, the New

Ri ver crossing nmakes that route, on bal ance, the best choice for

m nim zing or avoi ding adverse environnental inpact.

Kar st Areas

The uni que features of areas of karst and the plants and
animals found in these areas are, collectively, a mjor
environnental asset. The Conpany, KEMA, representatives of
state environnental agencies, and protestants contri buted
i nformation and opi ni ons upon whi ch the Comm ssion has based its
decision. Gven the broad distribution of karst features in
western Virginia, it would be nearly inpossible to construct a
transm ssion |ine extending nore than a short distance w thout

encountering these features. As noted in the Report, both the
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Cl overdal e Project and the Jackson's Ferry Project would cross
karst, and both proposed routes would cross areas that the
Virginia Departnment of Conservation and Recreation recognizes as
havi ng particul ar significance.*

The Exam ner found, and we agree, that a nunber of factors
warrant approval of the Jackson's Ferry route, which crosses
Skydusky Hollow in Bland County.*® As discussed in the Report,

t he Jackson's Ferry route, on an overall basis, has |ess inpact
on karst because it runs perpendicular to the identified karst
areas while the Cloverdale route parallels these features for
some distance. In addition, patterns of devel opnent and current
and projected uses of areas within the George Washi ngton and
Jefferson National Forests led to routing through Skydusky
Hol | ow.

The Protestants, in their Corments at 6, contend that the
uni que features of Skydusky Hol | ow warrant abandonnent of the
Jackson's Ferry route and selection of the Cloverdale route. 1In
support of this position, the Protestants cite the letter from
M. David G Brickley, Director of the Departnment of
Conservation and Recreation, which has been previously
di scussed. The information and recommendations in the letter
nmust be considered with the testinony presented at the hearing.

The Protestants, in their Comments at 8-9 and Appendix Ato

t he Comments, also offer their expert's views on Skydusky Hol | ow

% |d. at 27, 30-31, 38-309.

% 1d. at 26-27.
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and the need to avoi d any disturbance. The hearing process
produced an extensive record on the features of Skydusky Hol | ow.
Menbers of the Comm ssion have driven extensively through the
area and wal ked in portions of Skydusky Hollow. And, one nenber
viewed the hollow fromthe air. The conbination of information
and views presented by KEMA, the various Conpany experts, and
the Protestants' witnesses WlliamD. Ondorff and Dr. Ernst
Kastni ng provide a broad body of information. Wile the Conpany
may not have devel oped sone information that the Protestants
bel i eve shoul d have been consi dered, the hearing process
corrects any shortcom ngs. The Conmm ssion has considered this
record, and we find that it is proper to approve the route

t hrough Skydusky Hol | ow.

The record al so established the sensitivity of the area and
the need to observe stringent safeguards in constructing and
operating the line. The experts also identified neasures to
avoid or mtigate adverse inpacts. |In Attachnent A (appended to
this Order and di scussed bel ow), we address mtigation neasures
in general, and particular mtigation neasures for karst areas

and Skydusky Hol | ow.

Thr eat ened and Endanger ed Speci es

In constructing and operating the proposed transm ssion
line, AEP-Virginia may encounter plants, insects, birds, and
ot her animals that have been identified and given protection
under Virginia and federal law. As noted in the Report and the

comments thereto, protected species are concentrated in the
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Skydusky Hol | ow caves. As a threshold matter, the Conm ssion
will here repeat the adnonition it has given in prior decisions:
we expect public service conpanies to adhere to all statutes and
regul ations ained at protecting threatened and endangered
species. W al so expect the Conpany to cooperate with al
agenci es responsi ble for enforcenent of these statutes. In the
particul ar circunstances of this Project, we will expect the
Conpany to undertake nore than a mnimumeffort to conply with
the law. Wen additional neasures that exceed the m nimum

requi renents set by other responsible state and federal agencies
are recomended by such agencies, we expect AEP-Virginia to

i npl enent such neasures to the extent practical. |If the Conpany
objects to inplenenting any such neasure, the matter shall be
referred to the Director of the D vision of Energy Regul ation
("Director”), and identified in the Conpany's quarterly report
that we are directing the Conpany to file, as discussed bel ow.
The Director will review such neasures and direct the Conpany to
i npl enent them unless the costs significantly exceed the

antici pated benefits of inplenentation.

I n Appendi x A to their Comrents, the Protestants raised
several concerns about the protected bats and other species in
Skydusky Hol |l ow. Upon consideration of the conmments, testinony,
and reports fromstate agencies, we find that there is agreenent
on the need to provide protection in the hollow Cooperative
efforts are already under way to nonitor the bat popul ati ons and
devel op protective neasures. As we discuss with regard to

mtigation, we expect these cooperative efforts to continue.
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Health Effects

As the Hearing Exam ner discussed in the Report, many
public w tnesses expressed concern about the inpact of a
transm ssion |ine on human health. Based upon his review of the
evi dence, the Exam ner concluded that electric and magnetic
fields ("EMF') woul d not cause or contribute to the devel opnent
of cancer in humans. Wiile it acknow edged in its Conments at
5-6, that it had offered no evidence on the issue, APPAL
excepted to the Examiner’s findings on this nmatter.

In the Report, the Exam ner discussed the studies
concerning the health effects of EMF presented by two of the
Conmpany' s wi tnesses who have conducted cancer research for a
nunber of years, as well as other reports from various
i ndependent sources review ng EMF research. The Exam ner found
that these studies support the conclusion that there is no
associ ati on between EMF and cancer. He concluded, based on the
record, that EMF fromthe proposed transm ssion |ine would not
pose a threat to human health or safety.*

The record al so shows that the design and route of the
Jackson’s Ferry Project would avoid or mnimze human exposure
to EMF. To seek to avoid or reduce any adverse inpact, the line
is routed to avoid hones and workpl aces. Mich of the route
traverses areas with few or no inhabitants. The strength of EM

| essens as di stance fromthe source increases. The width of the

47 See id. at 34-37.
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ri ght-of-way and the height of the conductors assure adequate
di stance between the source of EMF and homes and busi nesses. The
Conpany offered to purchase any hone that is within 100 feet of

the edge of the right-of-way.“®

As a condition of our approval,
we will hold the Conpany to this commitnent. The conbination of
routing, design, and mtigation neasures will reduce human

exposure to the EMF fromthis |ine.

M tigati on Measures

As the Exam ner found, Report at 38-40, and 42, AEP-
Virginia has coomtted to observe a variety of mtigation
measures in constructing and operating the line. The Conpany
provi ded summaries of the neasures it expects to inplenent in
the application and as attachnents to the testinony of severa
of its wwtnesses. W will direct inplenmentation of these
measures as proposed by the Conpany or as nodified based on the
record. After considering the record and the Conpany's Comments,
we w Il address sonme specific issues concerning vegetation
control.

CGenerally, with respect to mtigation neasures, the
Conmi ssion will assign particular responsibilities to the Staff
for monitoring the construction of the transm ssion line. Upon
conpl etion of the Final Design described in Guideline 5 of the
“CQuidelines for Siting, Line Design and Construction of 765 kV

Transm ssion Line Right-of-Way and Structures,” AEP-Virginia

“ Tr. at 3684-3686.
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will confer with the Conm ssion Staff on the placenent of
supporting structures. Supporting structures will be placed so
that they, to the extent possible, reduce or elimnate adverse
envi ronmental and vi sual inpacts. The Conmi ssion Staff w |l
approve the placenent of supporting structures to seek to assure
that views are preserved, to the extent practical.

The Conpany wi Il cooperate with state environnental
agenci es and our Staff in placing supporting structures,
particularly in karst areas. Wen additional neasures, which
exceed the mnimumeffort necessary to conply with the | aw and
regul ations, are identified by the agencies, we expect the
Conmpany to inplenent these neasures to the extent practical. If
AEP-Virginia objects to inplenenting a neasure, the matter shal
be referred to the Director of the Division of Energy
Regul ation, and identified in the quarterly report filed with
t he Conm ssion. The Director will review such measures and
direct the Conpany to inplenent them unless the costs
significantly exceed the anticipated benefits of inplenmentation.

In its Comments at 5-6, the Conpany requested clarification
regarding precautions it is required to take in applying
her bi ci des when precipitation threatens. Herbicides are not to
be applied when rain is falling or inmmnent, or within one day
of rainfall that results in soil npisture capacity above field
capacity. Further, w ck/wand application of herbicides is not
required. There may be | eakage of herbicides fromthe
equi pment, and this nmethod has not been shown to be econom cal

for maintaining rights-of-way.
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Wth regard to right-of-way clearing and nmai ntenance in
karst areas, special measures are required. The record includes
ext ensi ve discussions of the inpact of herbicide application in
karst areas and the inpact on groundwater. A Conpany W t ness
acknow edged that the right-of-way could be cl eared and
mai ntai ned with chain saws and other tools.*® G ven the nany
concerns with herbicides and their application raised on the
record, we direct the Conpany not to use herbicides, regardless
of the nmethod of application, in karst areas. W recognize that
this mtigation nmeasure may increase costs, but we find that the

addi ti onal expenditure to protect the environnent is warranted.

Motions to Reopen the Record

The Commentors®® noved on February 26, 2001, to suppl enent
the record in this proceeding. They requested that a letter
advising of the Geater Newport Historic District’s addition to
the National Register of H storic Places be accepted as an
exhibit. W wll deny this notion. W find that the record
before the Comm ssion adequately establishes the historic
si gni fi cance of Newport.

On March 6, 2001, the Protestants and APPAL (collectively,

"Petitioners") jointly filed a Mdtion to Reopen the Record, or,

49 See id. at 3715.
50 As discussed supra, the Commentors are conprised of Gles County Board of

Supervisors, Citizens Organized for the Preservation of the Environnment of
G les County, and the Greater Newport Historic District Comrittee.
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in the Alternative, to Deny the Application ("Mtion").> The
Petitioners assert that there are serious shortcomngs in the
Conmpany's conputer nodeling, because the nodeling did not

i nclude the effect of projected non-Conpany generation that
could elimnate the need to construct a 765 kV transm ssion
line. The Petitioners request that the Comm ssion reopen the
record for the purpose of receiving additional evidence relative
to the planned capacity, or, in the alternative, deny the
Conpany' s applicati on.

Subsequently, the Conm ssion entered an order providing an
opportunity for the Conpany, Staff, and parties to respond to
the Motion, and for the Petitioners to reply to any responses
that may be fil ed.

AEP-Virginia filed a response contending that the testinony
of certain wi tnesses shows that the evidence in the existing
record anply denonstrates that nost of the new generation
projects cited by the Petitioners are in varying stages of
pl anni ng or devel opnent. The Conpany al so stated that even if
applications for these projects were to be filed and approved,
t hese projects would not offer a long-termsolution for the
needs of southwestern Virginia. Mreover, the Conpany argues,

the Petitioners fail to take into account the practical

51 As stated above, the Protestants are conprised of the Board of Supervisors
of Bland County and Citizens United to Protect Tazewell County, and APPAL is
the defined termfor the Alliance for the Preservation and Protection of
Appal achi an Land, Inc.
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difficulties associated with relying on non-Conpany generation
as a substitute for a transm ssion |line.

The Petitioners filed a reply, stating that their point was
not that the new projects could, on a stand-al one basis,
elimnate the need for the proposed |ine. Rather, the
Petitioners were denonstrating that informati on was avail able to
the Conpany when it prepared its application that wuld have
provided a fairer analysis of the need for a 765 kV transm ssion
l'ine.

We deny the Petitioners' Mtion. Even assuming the
Petitioners are correct that all of the information they cite
was available to the Conpany when it prepared its conputer
nodel i ng, and the Conpany did not include that information, the
concept of including non-Conpany generation as an alternative or
part of an alternative was considered. As discussed earlier,
the construction of new generating resources in southwest
Virginia does not, in and of itself, elimnate the need for a
765 kV transm ssion line. The risks associated with the correct
pl acenent and sizing of units, and the risk that the Conpany may
not be able to obtain the rights it would need, are sinply too
great.>?

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) As provided by 88 56-265.2, 56-46.1, and related
provisions of Title 56 of the Code of Virginia, AEP-Virginia's

application for certificates of public conveni ence and necessity

%2 See Ex. CDW6 at 10-11.
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to construct a 765 kV transmission line is granted as set forth
inthis Order, and otherw se is deni ed.

(2) AEP-Virginia is authorized to construct and operate a
765 kV transmission line fromits Womn ng Station, near Cceana,
West Virginia to its Jackson's Ferry Station as provided in this
Order. The corridor for the line shall be the route recommended
by the Hearing Exam ner

(3) The Motion filed on February 26, 2001, by Gles County
Board of Supervisors, Citizens Organized for the Preservation of
the Environnment of Gles County, and Greater Newport Historic
District Commttee, and the Motion filed on March 6, 2001, by
Bl and County Board of Supervisors, Alliance for the Preservation
and Protections of Appal achian Land, Inc., and Citizens United
to Protect Tazewell County, Inc., are denied for the reasons
di scussed herein.

(4) Forthwith upon receipt of this Order, AEP-Virginia
shall file with the Commi ssion's Division of Energy Regul ation
three (3) copies of the Virginia Departnment of Transportation's
"Ceneral H ghway Map" of each county in which the 765 kV
transm ssion |line approved in this Oder will be constructed.
The maps shall show the approved |line and previously constructed
facilities. The maps shall show the boundary between the service
territories of AEP-Virginia and other electric utilities with
service territories certificated by the Conm ssion. Each nap
must show the approved line in another electric utility's
certificated service territory, and nust be signed by a

representative of the other utility stating that the utility
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does not oppose the construction of the facility authorized by
this O der.

(5) As provided by 88 56-265.2, 56-46.1, and related
provisions of Title 56 of the Code of Virginia, AEP-Virginia's
application for a certificate of public convenience and
necessity to construct a 500 kV bus extension at its C overdal e
Station is granted.

(6) Pursuant to the Utility Facilities Act, Chapter 10.1
(88 56-265.1 et seq.) of Title 56 of the Code of Virginia, AEP-
Virginia is issued the followng certificates of public
conveni ence and necessity:

(a) Botetourt County:

Certificate No. ET-28k which authorizes AEP-
Virginia under the Uility Facilities Act to
operate presently constructed transm ssion
lines and facilities in the County of
Botetout, all as shown on the detail ed naps
attached, and to construct and operate
facilities as authorized in Case No.
PUE970766; Certificate No. ET-28k will

cancel Certificate No. ET-28] issued to AEP-
Virginia on January 14, 1974.

(b) Bland County:

Certificate No. ET-27c which authorizes AEP-
Virginia under the Uility Facilities Act to
operate presently constructed transm ssi on
lines and facilities in the County of Bl and,
all as shown on the detail ed maps attached,
and to construct and operate facilities as
aut hori zed in Case No. PUE970766;
Certificate No. ET-27c will cancel
Certificate No. ET-27b issued to AEP-
Virginia on January 13, 1971.
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(c) Tazewell County:

Certificate No. ET-48d which authorizes AEP-
Virginia under the Uility Facilities Act to
operate presently constructed transm ssi on
lines and facilities in the County of
Tazewel |, all as shown on the detail ed maps
attached, and to construct and operate
facilities as authorized in Case No.
PUE970766; Certificate No. ET-48d will

cancel Certificate No. ET-48c issued to AEP-
Virginia on August 24, 1971.

(d) Wthe County:

Certificate No. ET-51e which authorizes AEP-
Virginia under the Utility Facilities Act to
operate presently constructed transm ssion
lines and facilities in the County of Wt he,
all as shown on the detailed maps attached,
and to construct and operate facilities as
aut hori zed in Case No. PUE970766;
Certificate No. ET-51e will cancel
Certificate No. ET-51d issued to AEP-
Virginia on Decenber 21, 1979.

(e) Pul aski County:

The Conmission is aware that the 1,000
ft. corridor is |ocated on the border of
Wt he and Pul aski Counties, and the Conpany
is authorized to use only 200 feet of right-
of-way for the transmssion line that is

approved in this Oder. [If, inits fina
design of the transm ssion line, no portion
of the transmssion line will be constructed
wi t hi n Pul aski County, the follow ng
certificate will be revoked.

Certificate No. ET-43e which authorizes AEP-
Virginia under the Uility Facilities Act to
operate presently constructed transm ssion
lines and facilities in the County of

Pul aski, all as shown on the detail ed maps
attached, and to construct and operate
facilities as authorized in Case No.
PUE970766; Certificate No. ET-43e w |
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cancel Certificate No. ET-43d issued to AEP-
Virginia on January 13, 1971.

(7) The Comm ssion's Division of Energy Regulation wll
send a copy of each certificate issued in (6) wth attached map
to Ronald L. Poff, Supervisor-Transm ssion Line Engineering,
AEP-Virginia, 40 Franklin Road, S.W, Roanoke, Virginia 24011

(8) In designing, constructing, and operating the 765 kV
transm ssion |line approved in this proceeding, AEP-Virginia
shall conply with the mtigation neasures |isted or referenced
in Attachment A, which is hereby nade part of this Order.

(9) The Comm ssion Staff shall consult with AEP-Virginia
and interested state and federal agencies with responsibilities
concerning the construction of the transm ssion |ine approved in
this Order.

(10) The Comm ssion Staff will approve the placenent of
supporting structures to assure that views are preserved, to the
extent practicable.

(11) AEP-Virginia shall use nonreflecting conductors and
subdued col ors for tower structures.

(12) AEP-Virginia shall use the six-bundle configuration
of conductors to reduce noi se.

(13) AEP-Virginia shall offer to purchase any hone that is
| ocated within 100 feet of the edge of the right-of-way.

(14) Case No. PUE010245, In the Matter of AEP-Virginia:
the Oversight of the Design, Siting, Construction, and Operation
of the Wom ng-Jackson's Ferry 765 kV Transm ssion Line, will be

established for receipt of reports ordered in Ordering

49



Par agraph(15) bel ow and other filings pertaining to the

transm ssion line approved in this Oder. The instant case
shal | be dism ssed fromthe Conmm ssion's docket of active
proceedi ngs, and the papers filed herein shall be placed in the
Conmmi ssion's file for ended causes.

(15) Beginning October 1, 2001, continuing on the first
day of each successive quarter until the line is in operation
AEP-Virginia shall file with the Cerk of the Conm ssion a
report on the progress of construction of the transm ssion line
approved in this Oder, and shall serve a copy on the Director

of the Division of Energy Regul ati on.
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CASE NO. PUE970766
ORDER GRANTI NG AUTHORI TY TO CONSTRUCT
TRANSM SSI ON FACI LI TI ES

ATTACHVENT A

M Tl GATI ON MEASURES
WYOM NG JACKSON' S FERRY 765 kV TRANSM SSI ON LI NE

CGener al

A. AEP-Virginia wll inplenent the general and specific
mtigation neasures for natural resources listed in Application
Vol unme Xl, at 36-48, except as nodified by neasures identified
in this Attachnent A, Mtigation Measures.

B. AEP-Virginia will consider Natural Heritage Resources
desi gnated by the Departnent of Conservation and Recreation
Di vision of Natural Heritage and avoid inpacting these resources
wher ever possible. Were inpacts cannot be avoi ded, AEP-Virginia
wll consult with the Division of Natural Heritage on protective
and renedi al neasures.

C. If there is significant bird nortality due to
collisions wwth the Iine, AEP-Virginia will, in consultation
with appropriate state and federal agencies, make site-specific
studies to determ ne the extent of the problem These studies
wi Il be conducted at the tines of year recomended by the state
and federal agencies. If warranted by the studies, AEP-Virginia
wll, in consultation with the state and federal agencies,
devel op and inplenent a mtigation plan to reduce bird

col li sions.



D. AEP-Virginia shall conply with all requirenments of
law, and, to the extent practicable, additional neasures that
exceed the m ninmumrequirenents of responsible state and federal
agenci es that are recomended by such agency, but not required
by | aw. Shoul d AEP-Virginia object to inplenmenting any such
nmeasure, the matter shall be referred to the Director of the
Di vi sion of Energy Regulation ("Director"), and identified in
the quarterly report filed with the Conm ssion. The Director
will review such nmeasures and direct the Conpany to inplenent
them unless the costs significantly exceed the antici pated

benefits of inplenmentation.

1. Cultural Resources

A AEP-Virginia wll inplenent the specific mitigation
measures listed in Application Volunme X, at 62-63, 65-66,
73-76, 82-84, and 88-89, unless nodified by neasures identified
in this Attachnent A, Mtigation Measures, for the route
approved in this Order. AEP-Virginia wll devel op and i npl enent
appropriate specific mtigation neasures for the five
nodi fications in the routing recomended by the Hearing Exam ner

in his Report and approved in this Oder.

B. AEP-Virginia wll inplenent the "General Mtigation
Measures for Cultural Resources" listed in Application Volune
XIll, at 13-38, unless nodified by nmeasures identified in this

Attachment A, Mtigation Measures.



C. Paragraph C 4 of the "General Mtigation Measures for
Cul tural Resources", Application Volune XlIl, at 34, is

suppl enent ed as fol | ows:

Where a primary residence or a
structure used for a business on a daily
basis is located within 100 feet of the edge
of the right-of-way, the Conpany shall offer
to purchase the structure at 100 percent of
fair market value for up to one year after
the line is energized. The Conpany may al so
consider, but is not required, to purchase
the entire parcel of property upon which the
primary residence or structure used for a
busi ness on a daily basis is |ocated.

Not wi t hst andi ng t hese requirenents, the
Conmpany and the property owner may agree on
any other terns for purchase, relocation, or
construction of structures.

D. AEP-Virginia will conmply fully with the requirenents
of the federal National Historic Preservation Act and
i mpl enenting regul ati ons and adm ni strative gui dance. The
Company will conply with applicable Virginia statutes,
regul ati ons and adm ni strative gui dance on preservation of
historic resources. AEP-Virginia will enter into a programmtic
agreenment with the appropriate federal agencies and the Virginia

State Historic Preservation O ficer.

I11. Siting, Line Design, and Constructi on-General

A. AEP-Virginia will inplement the "Cuidelines for
Siting, Line Design and Construction of 765 kV Transm ssion Line
Ri ght -of -\Way and Structures,” Schedule 1 to Ex. RLP-56 D,

Rebuttal Testinony of Ronald L. Poff, unless nodified by



measures identified in this Attachment A, Mtigation Measures.

| f the Conpany objects to inplenenting any of the guidelines, it
shall refer the matter to the Conmmi ssion Staff as detailed in
Section | (D) of this Attachnent.

B. "Sensitive environnental features"” as used in
GQuideline 2, Corridor Inventory, of the "CGuidelines for Siting,
Li ne Design and Construction of 765 kV Transm ssion Line Right-
of -Way Structures,” will include Natural Heritage Resources
identified by the Departnment of Conservation and Recreation,

Di vision of Natural Heritage.

C. AEP-Virginia will avoid Natural Heritage Resources
wher ever possible. The Conpany will consult with the Division of
Nat ural Heritage when preparing the Corridor Inventory described
in Guideline 2 of the "Guidelines for Siting, Line Design and
Construction of 765 kV Transm ssion Li ne R ght-of - Wy
Structures,” and in subsequent phases so that all Natural
Heritage Resources will be identified, considered and protected.
The Conpany will inplenent all recommended renedial and
avoi dance neasures. |If the Conpany objects to inplenmenting any
such neasure, it shall refer the matter to the Conm ssion Staff
as detailed in Section | (D) of this Attachnent.

D. AEP-Virginia wll not place towers in riparian areas
and wetlands; nor will AEP-Virginia place supporting structures
wi thin streanbeds or on stream banks.

E. AEP-Virginia will span surface waterways in such a way
as to protect vegetative canopy, and the Conpany will maintain

or provide a vegetative buffer at |least 50 feet wide for al
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wat er bodies in the right-of-way. The Conpany will consult with
the Conmi ssion Staff on appropriate alternative neasures if such
a buffer is not practical for a particular stream

F. AEP-Virginia will preserve a 100-foot intact vegetated
buffer on cold water (presunmably trout) streans. The Conpany
will consult with the Conmi ssion Staff on appropriate
alternative neasures if such a buffer is not practical for a
particul ar stream

G AEP-Virginia wll identify domestic wells and springs
used as drinking water sources within the corridor approved in
this proceedi ng. These drinking water sources will be avoi ded
when possi bl e or adequate protective neasures shall be
i mpl enent ed.

H. AEP-Virginia will avoid inpacts on old growh tinber
stands on public and private lands. AEP-Virginia will apply the
definition of "old gromh tinber" adopted by the U S. Forest

Servi ce.

| . AEP-Virginia wll preserve viewsheds wherever
possi bl e.

J. In devel oping its Final Design described in CGuideline

5 of the "CGuidelines for Siting, Line Design and Construction of
765 kV Transm ssion Line Right-of-Way and Structures," AEP-
Virginia will |ocate supporting structures on bedrock and avoid
subsi dence.

K. Upon conpl etion of the Final Design described in
Quideline 5 of the "Guidelines for Siting, Line Design and
Construction of 765 kV Transm ssion Line R ght-of-Wy and
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Structures,” AEP-Virginia will confer with the Comm ssion Staff
regardi ng the placenent of supporting structures. The Comm ssion
Staff shall review the design and the placenent of supporting
structures to confirmthat adverse environnmental inpacts are
avoi ded wherever possible, and to ensure that supporting
structures are placed to preserve views to the extent possible.
The Conmission Staff shall consult with representatives of the
Departnment of Conservation and Recreation, D vision of Natura
Heritage, and other interested agencies when review ng the final

desi gn and pl acenment of supporting structures in karst areas.

V. Right-of Way C earing and Vegetati on Managenent

A AEP-Virginia will inplement the right-of-way clearing,
restoration, and mai ntenance net hods described in Application
Vol une X, at 2-5, unless nodified by neasures identified in this
Attachment A, Mtigation Measures.

B. AEP-Virginia wll inplenent the "Vegetati on Managenent
Specifications” in Application Volume Xl I, at 5-11, unless
nodi fi ed by neasures identified in this Attachnent A, Mtigation
Measur es.

C "Environnental ly sensitive areas"” discussed in Section
V of the "Vegetation Managenent Specifications,” Application
Vol ume XII1 at 11, will include, but not necessarily be limted
to, Natural Heritage Resources identified by the Departnent of
Conservation and Recreation, the Division of Natural Heritage,
and areas identified as the habitat of a species protected by

federal or state | aw



D. Herbicides will be applied only on the foliage of
targeted plants.

E. Her bi cides will not be applied within 200 feet of the
edge of streans, the sinks of streams, intermttent streans,
ponds, or wetl ands.

F. Her bi cides will not be applied in karst areas.

G The downhill side of all windrows will be |eft open

for faunal access.

V. Mtigation in Karst Areas

A In addition to the mtigati on neasures in other
sections of this Attachment A, Mtigation Measures, AEP-Virginia
will inplement the nmeasures listed in this section.

B. AEP-Virginia wll conduct appropriate studies of karst
areas as part of the process of siting, designing, and
constructing the transm ssion |line. Specifically:

1. AEP-Virginia will enploy experts in karst
geonor phol ogy, hydrogeol ogy, groundwater hydraulics, and
related disciplines to participate in the siting, line
design, and construction of the transm ssion |ine.

2. AEP-Virginia will require its experts to conduct
appropriate studies of karst areas within the approved
corridor to identify caves, cave entrances, swallets,
recogni zabl e openings into the subsurface, sinkholes, and
ot her features using accepted scientific and engi neering
nmet hodol ogi es. These net hodol ogies will include both

geot echni cal and geophysi cal investigations. Wile
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conducting these studies, these experts will consult with
representatives of Virginia agencies, including, but not
limted to, the Virginia Cave Board and the Departnent of
Conservati on and Recreation, D vision of Natural Heritage,
and interested private groups, including the Virginia
Spel eol ogi cal Society. These studies will consider
i nformation provided by these agencies and groups. The
Conmpany wi |l provide copies of studies, maps, surveys,
phot ogr aphs, and any other information collected on karst
areas to the Departnent of Conservation and Recreation,
Di vision of Natural Heritage.
3. After conpletion of construction of the
transm ssion |line through a karst area, AEP-Virginia
experts will restudy the area to identify changes caused by
construction or other related events. The results of these
addi tional studies will be provided to the Departnent of
Conservati on and Recreation, D vision of Natural Heritage.
C. Upon conpl etion of the "clearing plan" described in
Quideline 7 of the "Guidelines for Siting, Line Design and
Construction of 765 kV Transm ssion Line Ri ght-of-Wy and
Structures,” but before right-of-way clearing coomences, AEP-
Virginia will confer with the Conm ssion Staff on portions of
the plan for karst areas. The Commi ssion Staff will consult with
representatives of the Departnent of Conservation and
Recreation, Division of Natural Heritage, and other interested
agenci es when reviewi ng the portions of the clearing plan for

kar st areas.



D. In consultation with representatives of Virginia
agencies, including, but not limted to, the Virginia Cave Board
and the Departnment of Conservation and Recreation, D vision of
Natural Heritage, AEP-Virginia will devel op a protocol for
dealing with caves first identified during construction, and

remedi ati on of any adverse inpacts on the caves.

E. AEP-Virginia wll not place slash in cave entrances or
springs.
F. AEP-Virginia wll maintain a 200-foot vegetative

buf f er around si nkhol es and cave entrances.

G Her bi cides will not be applied in karst areas.

VI. Threatened and Endangered Speci es and Speci es of Concern

A. AEP-Virginia will conply with all federal and state
statutes and regul ati ons protecting threatened and endangered
speci es, including species that are proposed for listing as
t hreat ened or endangered candi dates. The Conpany w || cooperate
with all agencies responsible for enforcenment of these statutes
and wi Il inplenent renedial or avoi dance neasures recomended,
but not required, by such agencies. If the Conpany objects to
i npl ementing any such neasure, it shall refer the matter to the
Conmi ssion Staff as detailed in Section | (D) of this
At tachnent.

B. AEP-Virginia will consult with responsible federal and
state agencies to identify species inhabiting the corridor
approved in this Oder, which have not been designated as

t hreat ened or endangered under state or federal |law, but are

9



speci es of concern. In siting, designing, and constructing the
transm ssion |ine, the Conpany will include these species inits
Corridor Inventory described in Guideline 2 of the "Guidelines
for Siting, Line Design and Construction of 765 kV Transm ssion
Li ne Right-of-Way Structures.”
C. Wth respect to threatened and endangered species and
species of concern in karst areas and Skydusky Hol | ow
1. AEP-Virginia will enploy experts in threatened and
endanger ed speci es and speci es of concern inhabiting
Skydusky Hol | ow and ot her karst areas where caves, or other
subsurface entryways have been identified or where these
features coul d reasonably be expected. The Conpany w ||
require the experts to conduct appropriate studies of these
areas during the siting, line design, and construction
processes to inplenment Section V., Subsection B of these
Mtigation Measures. The Conpany will require the experts
to consult with federal and state agencies throughout the
design, siting, and construction process. The Conpany w ||
i npl ement the renedi al and avoi dance neasures reconmmended
by its experts. If the Conpany objects to inplenenting any
such nmeasure, it shall refer the matter to the Conm ssion
Staff as detailed in Section | (D) of this Attachnent.
Copi es of studies and information collected shall be
provided to the state and federal agencies.
2. AEP-Virginia will enploy an expert or experts on
all species of bats inhabiting Skydusky Hol | ow.
Specifically:
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a. AEP-Virginia s experts will conduct
appropriate studies and collect data on all species of
bats in Skydusky Hol |l ow that m ght be affected by the
construction and operation of the transm ssion |ine.
The boundaries of the study area will be determ ned by
the presence of bat populations and will not be limted
to the corridor approved in this Oder. Appropriate
studi es shall be nade during hibernation, summer
activity, and fall swarm ng. Stygobiotic habitats shal
be identified for special consideration in the siting,
|l i ne design, and construction process. In conjunction
with the studies required in Section V, Subsection B of
these Mtigation Measures, a hydrogeol ogi st shal
determ ne water flows and potential disturbance to the
kar st system around hi bernacul a occupi ed by bats.

b. AEP-Virginia will require its experts, in
consultation with all appropriate federal and state
agencies, to prepare a resource protection, mtigation
and managenent plan for all affected bat species prior
to conpleting the final design. Construction within
t hese sensitive areas will not begin until this plan is
approved. Conpany shall collect baseline data for bats
prior to construction.

3. If AEP-Virginia is required by federal law to
devel op and i npl enent a protection, mtigation, and
managenent plan for any species, the requirenents of that

pl an shall control in the event of any conflict with the
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measures required by this Attachment A, Mtigation
Measures. The requirements of this Attachnment A, Mtigation
Measures, will control to the extent that they do not
conflict with any federal requirenents. The requirenents of
this Attachnment A, Mtigation Measures, wll apply to any

t hreat ened or endangered species or species of concern
identified by any federal or state agency that is not

covered by a plan required by federal |aw
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